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FSICX  ONE  PENNT. 


The  following  letter,  in  regard  to  this  tract, 
was  received  by  Mr.  Vincent  from  the  Loed 
Bishop  of  Oxfokd,  and  is  published  with  his 
Lordship's  permission : — 

Cuddesdon  Palace,  March  21, 1882- 

My  bbab  Mb.  Vincent, 

I  heartily  hope  that  your  Tract  will  have 
a  wide  circulation.  It  is  a  matter  of  surprise 
to  me  that  the  persons  who  advocate  a  change 
in  the  Law  of  Marriage  do  not  see  that  they 
have  never  replied  to  the  chief  arguments 
urged  against  them.  They  do  not  seem  to 
understand  that  their  own  reasoning  requires 
a  much  larger  change  than  their  Bill  provides 
for.  I  wish  that  they  could  all  read  your 
Tract,  and  appreciate  its  force. 

I  am,  yours  sincerely, 

J.  F.  OMm. 
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EORGE — ^looking  at  a  newspaper  in 

the  Village  Heading  Room  at   . 

So  I  see  they  are  going  to  bring  on 
that  "Deceased  Wife's  Sister's  Bill"  again. 
I  can't  think  what  people  can  want  with 
altering  our  marriage  laws,  which  have  beeii 
our  marriage  laws  ever  since  the  reformation 
of  the  Church  of  old  England :  yes,  and  as 
I've  heard  the  Parson  tell  us,  the  marriage 
laws  of  the  Church  from  the  beginning. 
Why  what's  been  believed  wrong ^  and  counted 
against  God's  law,  from  the  Apostle's  day  till 
this,  can't  be  made  right  now  by  an  Act  of 
Parliament. 

Jams. — ^There's  something  in  what  you 
say,  George,  but  I  don't  look  at  it  just  as  you 
do.  It's  very  true  our  Church  of  England 
has  always  said  it  is  wrong  for  a  man,  if  his 
wife  dies,  to  marry  his  wife's  sister.  But  it 
isn't  so  said  by  some  other  Protestant  coun- 
tries abroad  as  I've  heard  say:  and  some  of 
our  colonies  too,  they  say,  have  made  it  law- 
ful now.  And  it  seems  wrong  to  have 
di£0^ent  laws  in  our  colonies  from  what  we 
have  here.  That  a  man  may  marry  his  wife's 
^ster  out  in  Australy,  but  mustn't  do  it  here. 
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George. — Well,  James,  in  a  matter  of  right 
or  wrong,  I  suppose  you'll  allow, — if  a  thing 
is  wrong,  we  mustn't  do  it,  no  matter  how 
many  countries  or  people  there  may  he  who 

do? 

James. — ^Ko,  we  mustn't    Bat  I  don't  see 
why  they  should  he  wrong,  and  we  right. 

George, — Of  course,  they're  not  hound  to 
he  wrong,  nor  we  to  be  right ;  hut  I  think  I 
can  show  that  we  are  right  here  any  way, 
and  they  wrong.  And  first  of  all  those 
Protestant  ooun^es  abroad  haye  done  some 
odd  things,  as  I  think,  besides  this.  And  on 
this  matter  of  marriage  their  great  leader — 
and  he  was  a  great  man  many  ways — their 
great  leader,  Luther,  seems  to  have  been 
more  worldly  wise  than  true  to  God  in  this 
matter  of  marriage.  Why,  he  let  a  man,  < 
who  was  a  prince,  have  more  than  one  wife 
at  a  time.  Now  I  think  that  you  Am'i  want 
to  defend  him  in  that. 

James. — No.  I  have  heard  of  that  before, 
and  I  never  could  think  how  he  could  have 
done  so. 

George. — No,  nor  I  neither,  nevertheless  he 
did,  so  we'd  best  not  be  tronbling  ourselves 
with  what  others  are  doing ;  but  just  consider 
what  is  right  or  wrong  in  the  matter. 
.  «7a»»a.-r-W.eil|  but  I  don't  ^ea  that,  there  ii» 


AT."  V 


ENGLAND'S  ANCIENT  MARRIAGE  LAW. 


"  Videmt  Comulea  {dent  Magistratus,  ^c,  operam, 
^rovideant)  ne  quid  Respuhlica  detrimenti  capiat,'* 


You  are  earnestly  requested  to  read  carefully 
the  accompanying  pamphlet,  which  oontams  a 

Scriptural  argument  in  defence  of  England's 
Marriage  Law,  and  if  you  cannot  refute  it,  then 
in  the  Name  of  Him  whose  Word  and  Will  shoiild 
be  our  guide,  you  are  implored  to  use  your  high 
influence  and  power  to  uphold  and  preserve  the 
right  and  just  cause  of  the  happiness  and  purity 
and  welfare  of  our  English  homes  and  hearths 
against  social  damage  and  disturbance. 
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anything  wrong  in  tke  matter.    IVe  looked 

at  the  Bible  where  it  says  what  relations  we 
are  not  to  marry,  and  I  can't  see  that  it  says 
we  are  not  to  marry  a  wife's  sister,  if  our 
wife  dies,  and  she  has  a  sister.  It  seems  to 
me  a  most  natural  thing,  and  I  can't  see  that 
it's  forbidden ;  and,  as  I've  oftea  heard  say, 
"  there's  no  blood  between  them.'* 

Gsorge, — ^It  seems  to  me  that  there's  a  good 
many  more  points  than  one  to  be  considered 
in  what  you've  just  said,  James.  And,  first 
of  all — Suppose  you  and  I  differ  in  what  we 
understand  God's  word  to  mean — Who's  to 
say  which  of  us  is  right  ? 

James. — ^Well,  but  I  only  want  to  go  by 
what  the  Bible  says. 

George. — ^And  so  do  I.  But  sometimes 
people  understand  it  differently — as  you  and 
1  on  this  very  matter.  Wlio's  to  decide 
then  ? 

James, — Well,  I  don't  quite  see. 

George. — I  think  1  do.  Do  you  recollect 
what  iSt.  Paul  said  of  the  Cliurch  when  he 
wrote  to  Timothy  the  iirst  time  (1  Tim.  iii. 
15)?  He  called  the  Church  "the  Pillar  and 
(icound  of  the  Truth."  Anywise  he  meant 
something  when  he  said  that.    And  I  don't 

see  what  he  could  m^an,  unless  he  meant  that 
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* 

the  Churoli  was,  as  it  were,  the  stat/  and  prop 
of  the  truth:  and  that  when  we  differed  as 
to  what  God's  word  meant,  we  were  to  look 
to  the  Church,  to  see  how  she  took  it.  How- 
soev^,  let  that  be  jiist  new.  I  belieTe  that  a 
great  deal  more  may  be  proved  out  of  God's 
Word  direct  ihsai  some  people  think,  and  more 
a  good  deal  than  many  people  like,  if  we  only 
look  carefully  into  it,  and  try  to  see  what  it 
means,  and  not  only  what  we  wish  it  to 
mean.  And  now  suppose  you  and  I  try  to 
do  this,  and  leave  what  you  say  about  the 
wife's  sister  being  likely  to  eare  most  for  her 
sister's  children,  and  its  being  ''natural,"  and 
all  that,  till  afterwards. 

.  James. — ^Very  well,  George,  but  I've  looked 
oyer  those  chapters  a  score  of  times,  and  I 
don't  see  how  you  can  make  out  that  it's 
wrong,  by  what  you'll  find  in  them. 

George. — Well,  let's  set  to  work,  and  first  of 
all,  as  it's  very  pufflsling  to  be  looking  back- 
wards and  forwards,  first  at  the  Bible,  and 
then  at  the  Church  "Table  of  Kindred  and 
Affinity,"  as  they  call  it,  let's  begin  by  taking 
those  tables  and  marking  down  on  a  piece  of 
paper,  in  three  separate  rows :  Tirst,  a  man's 
own  relations  by  "blood,"  as  his  mother 
or  sister;  then,  secondly^  his  own  relations 
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by  "affinity,"  as  his  father's  wife,  his  son's 
wife,  &c. ;  then,  thirdly,  his  relations  by 
"affinity,"  through  his  wife,  as  his  wife's 
mother,  his  wife's  daughter,  &c.  And  in  the 
same  way  a  woman's  relations  in  three  more 
columns. 

Then  we  will  take  the  xviiith  and  xxth 
chapters  of  Leviticus,  Mid,  as  we  read  down 
each  relation  forbidden,  we'll  draw  a  line 
under  it  where  it  stands  in  the  columns;  and 
when  we  find  it  named  a  second  time,  as  many 
are,  we'll  draw  a  eeomd  line;  and  if  it  is 
mentioned  a  third  time,  as  you'll  find  one  to 
be,  we'll  draw  a  third  line  ;  and  then  we'll 
put  figures  under  these  lines,  to  shew  what 
chapter  and  verse  forbids  either  the  man  or 
the  woman  to  marry  such  or  such  a  relation. 

George  and  James  do  this  very  carefully, 
and  look  it  over  more  than  once  to  see  that 
every  degree  is  put  down  which  is  noted 
^itiaer  in  the  Bible  or  the  Prayer-book ;  and 
they  find  all  correct ;  but  they  notice  that  they 
have  two  more  degrees  marked  on  the  man's 
side  than  they  find  in  the  Prayer-book ;  they 
soon,  however,  see  that  this  is  only  because  the 
Bible  speaks  of  a  man's  sister  under  three 
separate  forms,  while  the  Prayer-book  includes 
the  three  in  the  one  form  sister." 


S  A  MAN  MAY  NOT  MAKEY 


Blood* 

Affinity. 

Graudmother   

Cbandfather^s  Wife  ... 

Wife's  Grandfflother 

rFather's  Sister ... 

'Father'.^  Brother's  Wife 

Wife's  feather's  Sister 

(xYiii.  12 ;  xx.  19) 

Mother's  Sister  

(xviiL  14 ;  xx.  20) 
Mother's  Brother's  Wiie 

• 

Wife's  Mother's  Sister 

(xviii.  13  ;  xx.  19) 

1 

Mother  , 

*  *         •               •  • . 

Father's  Wife 

Wife's  Mother 

■  f  »AW  0   AW  \^  WAX  C A 

(xviii.7) 

(xviii.  8 ;  xx.  11) 

(xviii,  17  ;  xx.  14) 

Daughter 

•••  •■■ 

1 

Son 'ft  Wiffi 

Wifp'f!  Dftlioli^r 

Father's  Daughter  ... 

fxviii  15 :  xx.  12^ 

\  *  See  note  on  p.  9. 

(xviii.  17  •  XX  14\ 

^ATAAA.    ^1    }  Aifc« 

Sister 

(xYiii.9,11;  xx.17) 

Mother's  Daughter  ... 

y  Brother's  Wife 

Wife's  Sister 

(xviii.  16  i  XX.  21) 

(xviii.  9 ;  xx.  17) 

f  Son's  Daughter  ... 

Son's  Son's  Wife 

Wife's  Son's  Daughter 

Grand- 

(xviiLlO) 

(xviii,  17) 

daughter 

j  Daughter's  Daughter 

Daughter's  Son's  Wife;.. 

Wife'sDaughter'sDaughter 

I  (xviii  10) 

(xviii.  17) 

Niece 

|]foolher'8  Daughter  ... 
( Sister's  Daughter    « . . 

Brother's  Son's  Wife  ... 
Sister's  Son's  Wife  ... 

Wife's  Brother's  Daughter 
Wife's  Sister*s  Daughter 

A  single  line  — under  a  degree  of  relationship  signifies  that  it  is  mentioned  but  once. 


A  oouble  line  ^ZS^S  that  it  is  mentioned  twice.    Three  lines  that  it  is  mentioned  three 

times.  No  QBderlining  or  reference  means  that  it  is  not  mentionea  at  all,  but  more  or  less  directly 
implied  by  the  analogy  with  relationships  which  are  prohibited  by  name. 
Xhe  fiswee  reler  to  the  xviiitk  aad  zjUh  duqp^ 
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Blood. 


Own  BelatioM. 


Oraadtether 


Father's  Brother 
node  .    (xviii  14) 

l^rother 


FattiCT  ... 

(xviii.  7) 


Brothar  .. 


GrandBon 


Son's  Son ... 


OfM  Relations. 


Husband^s  Relatiom. 


:  1  i 


Bite's  Sister's  Si^l^ai^d 


Mother's  Sister's  Husband 


Mother's  Hosbaiid 


Husband's  Father's  Brother 


Husband' sMother's  Brother 


Hasban4'8  Father 


Daofl^tar'fl  Husband 


aughter's  Son  ... 


>  \ 


Nephew 


|By9tii<^'s^pn,..  „ 
\mac'»  Son  ^ 


'  .  t  ••J 


Bister's  ^asband 


Son's  Daughter's  Husband 
Pftughter's  Dhtr's  Husband 


i  1 


Brother's  Dhtr's  Husband 


Sister's  Dhtr's  Husbfl4»;j  ^wband'B  Siat^s  Son 


Husband's  Son 


Hwband's  Brotl^ar 


...  ^ 


Husband's  Son's  Son 
Husband's  Daughter's  Son 


• » 


Husband's  Brotiber'a  Sm 


•  In  the  previous  editions,  ««Fatl»er's  Wife's  DMgkter"  WMinwrted  here  from  Lev.  *.yui-  H-  I* 
IMS  ben  reibved  because  it  only  refers  (under  a  new  title)  to,  and  prohibite  marriage  with,  a  half- 
Se~ready  forbidden  in  yer.  9.  The  Une  and  reference  under  «^««pft<er»  P- »).  "^'H^ 
have  klso  been  removed,  as  it  has  been  pointed  put  that,  altboi^gh  directly  impUed  b^  the  pNbibitioiis 
of   Mother  "  and  "  Father,"  they  are  not  tetaally  ninM  19  WMl  lUllHiMli;-'  I  tiU    /.  ij 

A  2  • 
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George, — ^There,  now  it's  done,  and  we  can 
see  at  one  look  what  is  forbidden  by  the  words 
of  the  Bible,  and  what  is  not. 

James. — ^Yes,  I  never  thought  of  putting  it 
all  out  in  this  way  belore.  It  does  make  it 
dear,  that  it  does  I  But — ^after  a  steady  look 

 what  a  many  more  relations  are  put  down  ' 

in  the  Prayer-book  than  are  put  down  in  the 
Bible !  Well  I  shouldn't  have  thought  to  £^d 

it  so. 

George. — ^Well,  I  hope  to  show  you  a  little 
more  than  that  presently.  But  first  let  me 
ask  you— Which  way  are  we  to  understand 
what  is  noted  from  those  two  chapters  of 
Leviticus?  Are  we  to  understand  that  what 
is  forbidden  in  the  very  letter,  that  is  for- 
bidden, and  that  onltf:  and  everything  else 
allowed?  Or,  are  we  to  take  what  is  for- 
bidden, and  say,  '  this  is  not  lawful,  nor  any  , 
reUtioriship  of  the  same  nearness,^  And  ^  when 
one  is  forbidden  to  the  man,  the  aame  in  degree 
is  forbidden  to  the  w&mmP  This  is  odled 
taking  it  in  the  spirit.  The  first  way  is  called 
taking  it  in  the  letter, 

James  is  a  little  puzzled ;  he  sees  at  once 
that  there  are  many  more  underlinings  on  the 


<maa'.s.  side  than  on.  ihe  woman's*  WhUe  )ie 
Jiesitates,  George  breaks  the  silence,  and 
says : — Well,  James,  I  think  you  look  a  bit 
pumled ;  but  let  ine  -TGimad  you,  you  oan't 
]^va4t  .1  mind  aa  old  £ia^iiig^ 

^*you  can^t  eat  your  pudding,  and  tove  your 
pudding you  can't  tie  me  down  to  the 
-^^{  W^m  it  seems  seasonable  to  you,  and 

ibomwift^bit  iha  .s^itn&»m  im  wh^a  the 
letter  alone  would  seem  unreaspnabli?. ,  W^iph 
way  will  you  take  the  chapters,  by  the  letter 
or  by  the  spirit  ? 

'  iJinM)  is  still  silmit,  for  no^  he  se^  a  iaw 

more  di^ieuilties. .   . 

.  George. — Su^Jose  I  t^e  it  eacU  way  for  you, 
and,  first,  as  I'm  speaking,  let  us  take  it  my 
.way  of  iooking  at  i4**-by  tbe  ^pint, 
i^iMow^  iist,.it  .seems  to  mOfm  s^q  hound  tQ 
take  these  diapters  by., their  spirit;  because, 
as  members  of  the  Church,  haven't  we  pro- 
imsed  to  keep  Gtid's  holy  wiilj^^  as  well  as 
iiis  jCbrnmattdinsBits.?.  And  hoNT  m  we  tp 
gather  what  is  lUs.  miU^.  when  it  i^  ^ot 
expressed  in  command,  unless  we  gather  it 
from  the  spirit  of  what  is  commanded?  If  we 
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do  tliis,  then  it  foUow«  that  we  aisa  bound  to 
keep  away  from,  not  oiily  all  unioAS  .which 
are  forbidden  by  name,  but  from  those  also 
"Wbieh^iO^  of  the  8Mne>  kind  of  neavhess,  either 
ia  -hk)od"  Qr-^^4i&mty,"  even  althou^  they 
are  not  mentioned.  Moreover,  we .  must  .allow 
that  when  a  relationship  forbids  a  man  tp 
marry  a  woman,  the  same  degree  of  relation^ 
ship,  though  it' k^net  B^med,  forbids  la  iPMa«a 

to  marry-a  miyi.      "  i   

'  e7a»i««.— rWell,  I  own  I  don't  see  how  a  man 
is  to  get  out  of  that,  that  is,  if  we  are  to  go 
by  what  you  <»ll  th«  ^irii  of  these  diopters ; 
but  mind  you,  I  don't  grant  that  we  iBa»i '  • 

Qeorge, — Yery  well,  let  that  bide  at  present, 
I  don't  want  to  shirk  it,  mind  ye,  but  I  think 
we  shall  come  better  to  that  point  presently ; 
let' s  go  en  no W  as'  >I  mM  going.  Let's  see  >iKbat 
these  chapter's,  mean^i^  we  take  them  my  isay 
— in  the  spirit.  You  will  own  then,  I  suppose, 
for  argument's  sake,  that,  if  they  are  to  be 
understood  m  ^the  gpirit,  me  are  boond  >Bot 
only  keep  oSi  fcom  those  relations  Jvhioh 
are  forbidden  (whether  of  blood  or  a£Glnity), 
but  also  frpm  all  relations  of  the  same  degree 


^  ^neamess  ;  and*  aJbM).  that  whatever  jdegree 
is  forbidden  to  a  man,  the  same  is  forbidden 
to  a  woman.    You  will  allow  that  ? 

>  James,— 'Yes,  I  don't  see  how  a  man  is  to 
get  offiowiing  that,  ijs.  if  we  go  by  ibe^piri^* 

^QMfge. — WeUythen,  in  that  oasoi  tha  thing 
seems  to  me  to.  be  settled  at  once. 

James. — How? 

€emg9.^Vli  tell  yew    Look  here  in  Ley 
i6,  .and  zx.  21,  a  man  is4old  ^  he 
must  not  marry,  his    brother's  wife*"  .  Well, 
now — Ain't  a  sister's  husband  the  same  rela- 
tion to  her  ? 

'  Jamm^Uhem  ia  no  denying  Huit. 
.  .  4»eorg£^Wel\^  then,  yon  own.  that  as  I  take 
it  a  woman  mustn't  marry  he?  "lister's  hus- 
band," and  that  is  the  same  as  saying  a  man 
mintn't  marry  his  wile's  sistw." 
i  Janm^rr^l  see.  that,  taking  it  yoim;  way ;  hn^ 
limn  it  seems,  to .  me.  there  isn't  any  bigod 
between  them. 

.  M^Drge^-T^Ot  neither  is  there  any  blood 
Wtmen  ftnum.  ttid  his . l»otb^s  wife;  but 
i3HilP«)not  the  point  The  point. isy  the  Bible, 
says  a  man  is  not  to  matJcy.his  "  brother's  wifer*'. 


And  sa  I  iiold  iL  meaaft.a  won^  m  mt> 

f^irry  her  "  sister's  hudmnd/' .  .  ..a  .  j 

James, — Well,  in  your  way  of  taking  it, 
I  onml^t  seems  right  enough.  But  how  do 
you  get  out  of  this :  tho  Bible  doeft  say^  here 
that  a  man  k  . not  to.  marry  his  ^^>brothdr'B 
wife,"  and  yet  it  says  in.  Deut.  xxv.  5,  that  if 
a  man  dies  and  leaves  no  child,  then  his 
brother  skail  take  the  ^d  brother'^  wife  ? 

Gear^ — ^Yes^  we  all  know  that,  thatinjiRas 
for  one  great  reason,  ^d  for  that  am.  only.: 
that  before  the  Saviour  came  no  family  might 
seem  cut  off  beforehand  from  the  blessing  of 
haying  that  Saviour  bemr  in  his  &mily.  Bat 
this  om,  and  mind  ye,  mlif  o»«  «Kception, 
makes  the  rule,  to  my  mind,  all  the  tighter  in 
every  other  case. 

James, — Woll^  i^eore  yon  seem  right  again, 
^  youi?  own  grounds^-  Bat  how  JwiU- it  W  if 
you  go.  upon  mine,  and  say  nothing  is  wrong 
but  what  is  forbidden  in  actual  words  ? 

(hsorge, — Well,  if  you  keep  to  that,  I  think 
you'll  i&od  yourself  i&>  no  >eiid'ofidiffiottltii»j 
So  let's  begin.  Eirst  of  ^1,  when  you  look«t 
all  those  degrees  which  the  Church  forbi4% 


marked  uttderfieatk  wheiro.fhe  BiUo  iforbids, 
you'll  seo  at  once  that  ^whiiOi  &  .great  .many,  ara 
forbidden  to  the  ,  man  {sixhen,  .  altogether) 
there  are  only  two  forbidden  to  the  woman.. 
So  that  if  you  go  by  the  strict  letter  ofiAy^  you- 
get' Into  this  x^diffioulty  at.tfmoe,  vis^  that  a 
womaA  may  marry  many .  znen .  who, .  may  JdPt 
marry  her !  How  do  you  get  over  that  ? 

Jumes. — Fo,  No,  that's  quite  folli/^  the  Bible 
aefser /Could,  mean^  that..  If  a  mau  is  f<»'hi4dea: 
to  JXMPf  mj-  woman,  that.  wam^..mu^t  ,1^ 
forbidden  to  marry  him.  ,  ,  . 

-  George. — And  so  say  I.  But  you  must  mark 
that's,  taking  ii  my  way,  by  th6  spirit  oi  it; 
not  by  the  ktt^.:  and  mind  ye  what  I  ^d 
a  time  back,  you. can't  haye.  it . ^o^^  ways; 
yours  when  the  letter  suits  you,  and  mine 
when  it  doesQf't;  fCowsoeyer,  I  won't  be  that 
ha«d  upon  you,  as  to  tie.  yoiu  down  so  olo^  a§ 
this.  I  have,  plenty  mom  difficulties  for  you 
yet.^  I'll  take  now  only  what  is  said  about 
tfao  man.  Lo^  sg&iii?  you'll  see  a  man  is  not 
forbiddra^  to  marry  his.  graodjaother,  though 
he  is  forbidden  to  marry  his  graQd-d^ughJ;^,.  , 

Jawie5.— Well,  but  he  is,  as  you  say,  fgr- 
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bidden  to  maxvy  hi&  .gmndrtdau^^htee,  md  gher 
is  th^  same  rqlation  to  Mm  as is.  to.  liia 
grandmother;  and  he  is  forbidden  to  marry 
hk  mothOT;  so<  nmdi  more  I  should  think  his 
grandlEiotb^.     •  ^ 

Easy,  James,  easy  1  Tbat'saU  very 
well  for  me  to  say,  taking  it  my,  way;  but 
it  won't  do  for  you  to  say,  taking  it  by  the 
letter  ;  you  can't,  as  I  saki,  Eat  your  pacing, 
and  have  your  puddingj?  I£ you.  hoM^  iOi  tbor 
letter  J  you  must  keep  tp  the  letter,  ^ud  you. 
must  let  a  man  marry  his  grandraothelr^if, 
he  aad  she  be  willing — ^yea,  and  ^is  grand- 
&tiier's  wi£a,  his  wife's  grandmotlier  loo  14 

James. — Oh !  Thafanousense. 

George. — And  so  say  I;  and  a  great  deal; 
wme  than  nonsense  too;  but  it's  what  you 
mnst  eome  to  if  you  go  by  the  letter,  and  the* 
letter  only.  But  I  lui¥e  something  moce  ioffi 
you :  a  man  is  not  forbidden  to.  marry  his  ^imi 
niecej  or  his  own  grand-daughter-in-law ;  and 
yet  he  k  f<ffbidden  to  marry  his  #%7-grand- 
daughtei^,  i.e.  Iua^^  wife's  son's, j>i?>  da»ghtac'a 
daughter."-  Now, — m^k  you— all  these 
three  steps  or  "  degrees  "  off  a  man,  but  ift  ^le 
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first  ease  (the  niece),  the  steps  are  all  steps 
(d^^lood;  in  the  second,  two  of  blood  and  one 
of  (#1%;  in  the  third,  all  the  are 
of  a^niti/.  The  Bible  could  never  mean  that 
a  man  might  marry  within  three  degrees  of 
bloody  while  he  might  not  marry  within  three 
degrees  of  q^mt^ :  that  would  not  be  sense. 

James,—Well^  1  must  own  I  ne?OT  thought 
all  this  out  before;  and  I  own  I  do  seem  beat; 
I  only  thought  of  that  one  case  which  has 
been  so  .often  brought  before  us,  the  "  wife's 
sister,"  and  I  never  thought  of  all  that  followed 
with  it.  But  you,  George,  was  always  givm 
to  musing.  I  see  now,  clear  enough,  when 
you  come  to  take  these  chapters  by  the  letter 
only,  you  do  seem  to  get  into  4i&oultie6  which 
you  can't  clear  away,  and  I  see  thera  are  moie 
still  than  you  have  named.  But  when  you 
take  them  as  you  do,  and  as  the  Church  of 
England  takes  them,,  th^  it  all  does  seem 
reasonable  enough.  . 

George,— I  think  so  too,  and  now  with 
regard  to  relations  by  "blood,"  and  "affinity." 
Some  of  cur  great  Parliament  leaders  have 
toU  us  that  relations,  by  l^a^ty"  are  no  zeal 
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relations.  One  of  them,  a  great  Minister  of 
State,  has  said  openly  "  my  wife's  relations  are 
not  my  r^ations.'^  Naw  I  hold  that  saying 
to  be  a  great  mtruih  covered  with  a  painting 
of  truth.  His  wife's  relations  are  not  his 
hlood  relations,  here  is  the  painting  of  truth ; 
but  they  are  his  relations  in  the  sight  of  God, 
as  relations  by  a£lnity ;  and  for  the  purposes 
of  macriage  restraints,  as  God's  Word  shows 
over  and  over  again ;  and  therefore  to  say  they 
are  not  his  relations  is  a  great  untruth. 

Look,  again,  at  those  tables  (on  pages  8,  9), 
you  will  see  that  while  God  has  expressly 
forbidden  marriage  between  seven  cases  of 
blood-relations,  He  has  forbidden  nine  cases 
of  affinity.  And  if  you  count  the  number  of 
lines  you  will  £^id  that  the  cases  of  blood- 
relations  are  forbidden  in  twelve  places,  while 
the  cases  of  affinity  are  forbidden  in  fifteen, 

James, — Aye,  it  is  so.  And  I  can't  get  out 
of  that ;  and,  to  be  honest,  I  must  own  that  it 
seems  not  only  as  if  God  counted  relations  by 
affinity  the  same  as  relations  by  blood,  but 
that  He  seems  to  have  foreseen  how  men 
would  try  to  make  out  as  though  they  were 


not,  and  so  He  was  all  the  inore  strict  in 
naming  them;  naming  the  kirger  uttmber, 
even  two-thirds  of  them,  twice  over. 

George. — ^Yes,  I  quite  think  with  you  there, 
and  if  you  look  in  Lev.  xviii.  14,  you  will 
ind  w  unok'ft  wife,  a  lelatioa  only  by  affin 
nity,  forbidden  because  "she  is  thine  aunt," 
so  counted  by  God  as  near  as  if  by  blood. 
And  more  than  this,  you  mind  it  was  said  in 
Q^ens  of  the  man  and  his  wife  "and  they 
shall  be  one  fiesh^^  (Gen»  ii.  24);  and  how 
our  Lord  in  the  Gospels  makes  that  "and 
they  twain  shall  be  one  flesh,"  and  strengthens 
by  adding,  "Wherefore,  they  are  no 
mose  twaiUf  but  om  flesh,"  ije^  in.  the  sight  oi 
^to^^  Whosoever  then  are  flesh  relations  to 
the  wife,  are  no-w,  in  God's  sight,  flesh  or 
Mood  relations  to  the  husband;  and  those 
of  the  husband  to  the  wife,  and  so  we  can't 
wonder  that  God's  law  forbids  in  the  letter 
men  more  relations  by  affinity  than  by  blood, 
and  in  the  spirii  forbids  each  alike. 

But  I  mind  you  said  it  was  so  "natural" 
to  think  a  wife's  sister  would  make  the  best 
mother  to  her  sister's  children,  and  I  said  t 
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would  come  to  that  in  time.  Well,  now  I  ask 
how  is  sfee  likely  to  be  a  better  mother  to 
them  if  she  laarries  thdir  father,  than  if  she  re* 
mains  his  sister  ?  Suppose  she  marries — What 
more  likely  than  that  she  soon  has  children  of 
her  own  ?  Is  she  likely  to  be  a  better  mother 
to  hex  sister's  diildren  ikm  than  she  would 
be  if  she  had  none  of  her  own?  Human 
nature  is  human  nature,''  and  weak  enough 
at  best!  Yery  like,  I  think,  she'd  love  her 
own  better  than  her  sister's.  Leastwise  she 
couldn't  do  so  much  £or  her  sist^'a  as  belore. 

JumeSy  musingly. — ^May  be,  it  would  be  so. 

George. — And  then  as  to  "natural,"  take 
another  case.  Sometimes  two  brothers  marry 
two  rasters,  that's  not  uncommon,  I've  known 
such  cases  more  than  once,  and  I  daresay  yott 
too.  Well,  now,  suppose  one  brother  dies,  and 
one  sister,  each  leaving  children,  according  to 
that  natural "  way  of  argument— who  eoitld 
better  Mher  and  mother  the  two  families  at 
once  than  the  remaining  brother  and  sister? 
Why  should  they  not  marry?  That's  a 
stronger  case  by  the  "natural"  way  of 
argument,  James,  than  the  o^er,  isn't  it  ? 
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James, — ^Yes,  certainly  it  would  be, 
George. — ^But  what  do  we  eome  to  th^? 
Why  we  come  dead  up  against  the  yery  kiter 
of  God's  Word,  that  says,  as  you  recollect, 
twice  over,  "a  man  shall  not  marry  his 
brother's  wife."  We've  seen  already  that  the 
natural "  argument  won't  hdld  in  sense ;  and 
BQW  we  see,  that  if  we  go  along  with  it,  it 
would  bring  us  dead  up  against  God's  Own 
Word.  And  no  wonder:  God's  Word  was 
written,  amon^  oth^  reasons,  to  restrain  the 
n^jv^mal  man  irom  going  jcontrary  to  His  will, 
^d  to  instruct  him  hpw  ta  become  a  "  new 
man,"  a  spiritual  man,  what,  in  short,  a  child 
of  God,  and  i^w  a  "  ma^ber  of  Christ "  ought 
W'be. 

James^ — ^But  there's  one  thing  which  puz- 
zles me  yet,  and  that  is  this  18th  verse  of 
Ley.  xyiii.,  where  a  mm  is  told  not  to  take  a 

wife  to,  her  sister,  to  vex  hei^,  to  nmry  her 
beside .  the  other  in  her  lifetime,"  That  seems 
as  if  to  say  he  may  take  her  when  the  first 
is.  dead^ 

George, — ^Look  again,  James,  what  do  yon 


22         DECEASED  WIFe's  SISTEIl's  BILL. 

James. — Why  the  margin  says  it  may  be 
rendered,  "  one  wife  to  another.'^ 

Crtorge, — Just  so,  it's  one  of  those  passages 
about  whieh  our  translators  couldn't  feel  sure 
which  was  the  truest  way  of  rendering  the 
Old  Hebrew  into  English;  specially  because 
the  words  brother"  and  "sister'^  Wct© 
used  so  very  widely  by  the  Jews.  Bat  I've 
heard  say  that  the  men  who  know  Hebrew 
best  take  it  as  it  is  in  the  margin,  and  count 
it  as  a  law  against  having  more  wives  than 
one  at  a  time.  But  then  you'd  say  that  many 
of  the  great  men  among  the  Jews,  as  David 
and  others,  did  have  more  wives  than  one: 
they  did,  but  it  was  not  agreeable  to  God's 
will,  and  seemed  only  allowed,  like  th^ 
dworeeg,  as  our  Lord  Himself  tells  us  these 
were  '  ^  for  the  hardness  of  their  hearts." 

Moreover,  that  verse  may  likely  enough 
mean  that  if  a  man  (when  more  wives  thUHk 
one  were  in  a  way  permitted)  did  take  ft 
second  or  more,  he  was  not  to  do  sq  to  vex  " 
the  first,  i.e,  I  suppose,  against  her  will.* 

*  There  is  strong  reason  for  believiog  that  this  is  not 
only  &j90ttMep  but  that  it  u  Hbaftal  intent  of -the  passage. 
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You  recollect  when  Abraham  took  Hagar  it 
was  not  against  the  will  of  Sarah,  but  at  her 
desire.  So,  again,  wh^  Jacob  had  two  wives, 
it  was  not  because  he  wished  it,  but  because 
he  was  cheated  into  it,  and  when  he  took  two 
more  it  was  each  time  at  the  request  of  one  of 
the  two  first. 

And,  moreover,  if  a  man  is  told  not  to  do  a 
thing  at  one  time,  he  is  not,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  allowed  to  do  it  at  another:  unless  it  is 
distinctly  so  stated ;  which  is  not  the  case  here. 

There  is  a  point  yet  about  which,  I  think, 
we  shall  do  well  to  trouble  ourselves  a  little 
more,  and  that  is  the  cruel  wrong  it  would  do 
to  thousands  and  thousands  of  families,  and 
to  tens  of  thousands  of  pure-hearted  women 
throughout  the  whole  country,  if  this  Bill 
was  to  pass.  I^ow  only  think — just  because 
a  few  rich  people  want  to  marry  their  "  wives' 
sisters "  against  what  our  Church  has  always 
held  to  be  the  will  of  God;  and  as  we  have 
seen,  truly  so  held ; — If  this  Bill  was  to  pass, 
at  one  sad  blow  "  sisters-in-law  "  would  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  be  abolished;  no  man 
in  the- land  could  any  longer  have  a  real  mter- 
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in-law.  l^'o  wife  could  enjoy  the  comfort  of 
a  sister's  presence  in  her  home,  add  see  h&r 
kusbaad  sh&w  ker  a  ^brother's  Love,  witboat 
the  possibility  of  feeling  that  the  sister  might 
be  stealing  away  her  husband's  affections  from 
her.  No  widowed  husband  could  venture  to 
accept,  what  often  now  is  so  great  a  blessings 
the  watchful  care  of  a  sister-in-law  over  his 
motherless  children;  because  intimacy,  with 
the  power  of  marriage,  would  tempt  to  mar- 
riage against  his  eomoience,  or  lay  him  open 
to  suspicion.  And  poor  simple-mioded,  un- 
learned people  would  be  led  into  sin  without 
seeing  their  danger,  because  it  would  be  co- 
vered over  bv  an  Act  of  Parliament.  A  cruel 
wrong  would  be  dcme  to  the  many  by  yielding 
to  the  unsanctioned  desires  of  a  few. 

A  multitude  more  wrongs,  and  much  more 
harm  would  come  of  passing  such  an  "  Act." 
But  our  talk  has  h&m  already  long,  so  at 
leaft  for  the  present  we  will  say  "  goodbye," 
and  pray  that  our  country  may  never  so  sin 
against  God  as  to  pass  this  Bill. 

PBmXXD  BX  f AWSB  AND  CO.j  CBOWN  TAQp>  QX70BI>.    ^  ^ 
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